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CHANGING HOUSEHOLD PATTERN, THE MEANING AND THE USE
OF HOME
Semantic and syntactic shifts of a century–old house and its journey through generations
HULYA TURGUT1; MEHMET EMIN SALGAMCIOGLU2

ABSTRACT
A home is more than just ‘a territorial core’ and not just ‘an ordering principle in space’. Home is a complex entity
that defines and is defined by cultural, socio-demografic, psychological, political and economic factors. The
household living in itself makes a house a ‘Home’, although house is a physical and static system, household has
a living structure. Therefore, the house and the life embraced by itself build a dynamic system, which dimensions
are culture, behavior, environment and time. In course of time, socio-cultural changes affect behavioral settings of
households and changing household patterns alter use of homes. These interactions between household pattern and
use of home have the vital importance for understanding of man-environment interaction system and grasping the
transforming nature of architectural design practice.
The main aim of this paper is to show that the design, the meaning, and the use of home are intimately related to
a range of socio-cultural, behavioral and spatial dimensions and that all reflect reciprocal relations. Time is a
crucial dimension for understanding the domestic space transformation. Grasping the meaning of domestic spaces’
essential dynamism is possible through understanding the use of home space and its spatial, socio-cultural and
temporal orders.
The paper will consist of four main chapters. Following the introduction, the second chapter covers a conceptual
overview on the variables of the "Household Pattern-Use of Home" interaction system; which can be grouped in
cultural, behavioral, environmental and temporal components. The theoretical approach to meaning and use of
home will be based on the transactional perspective that "Home" is an integrative scheme that creates a bond
between the person and the place. Home is also a set of interactions between the experience of the dwelling and
the wider spatial, socio-cultural and temporal context. The third chapter includes a case study held on a traditional
Turkish house and its users in “Eski Malatya” region which is an agro-town in Malatya, region of East-Anatolia.
Interactions between changing household pattern and use of home have been studied in seven characteristic periods
over 100 years. In this chapter, a syntactic examination on the change of fourth, fifth and sixth periods will also
be focused. Since this research is based on previous study of Hülya Turgut, and Mete Ünügür (1997), the extended
study will also focus on especially the changing semantic and syntactic pattern of fourth, fifth and sixth periods of
the research including a 47 years period. By focusing to the transformation in meaning and the spatial organization
of the house, changing integration and mean depth values on the ground floor of the configurational setting will
be scrutinized with the semantic shifts.
During these periods many dramatic socio-cultural and political changes occurred both in Turkey that are the first
and second world wars; collapsing of the Ottoman Empire; foundation of a new state and nation; technological
developments and finally urbanizatıon and globalization process. The case study explores the story of a house built
in 1878 and left in 1982 reflecting all cultural, behavioral and spatial changes through the life-cycle of “Cumali
Aga (who is the landlord of the area and the grandfather of the author) Family”. Finally, overlapping the data of
space syntax (analysis of integration and mean depth) and the meaning of space (the change on behavioral settings)
is important for the main discussion. How space syntax may be a tool to understand the changing patterns in the
case of this paper is a major issue. As a concluding remark, results on the overlapping syntactic and semantic data
will also be discussed for the identification of the future studies.
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“Sitting in those airless rooms, surrounded by my mother’s old vases and dresses and
dusty discarded furniture, going one by one through my father’s amateurish snapshots, I
recalled moments from my childhood and youth that I hadn’t even realized I’d forgotten,
and it seemed as if these artifacts had the power to calm my nerves.”
Orhan Pamuk, “The Museum Of Innocence”

1.INTRODUCTION
The meaning and use of home are intimately related to a range of socio-cultural, behavioral and spatial dimensions,
and that the reciprocal relations among these aspects ought to be studied in a historical perspective (Lawrence,
1987). Socio-cultural changes affect the behavioral aspects of households and changing household patterns alter
the use of homes. Interactions between household patterns and use of the home are of vital importance for
understanding the interaction system between human beings and their environment.
This paper deals with the interactive structure of changing household patterns and use of the home, and also the
semantic and syntactic relations of the pattern. Thus, we will primarily consider the concept of "home" which is
an expression of the dynamic interaction between the occupant and the dwelling. In addition, the theoretical
background that is holding the relations between environment and behavior will be discussed. The case studies in
two phases dealing with both semantic/ethnographic and syntactic methodologies will also develop the theoretical
discussion. This paper gives us the opportunity of discussing concepts of home, pattern, transformations through
time and the contribution of space syntax as a dialect to domestic space research all together. In this context, the
concept of home undergoes changes through time, changes that are of two basic types. The first of these represents
changes in the ideas and values of people towards their dwellings through the course of their life cycles, while the
second includes changes in social and family contexts which affect the housing pattern over time (Uraz&Turgut,
1997).

2.THE CONCEPTUAL OVERVIEW
Meaning and the use of home in relation with space syntax theory
In housing research, new approaches have always been developing to respond to an increasing concern for concept
of the home and its use, and many theoretical perspectives and research methods have been applied. Lawrence
(1989) has pointed out that social historians (Burnett and Dauton) analyze how changes in morphology, furnishing
and use of dwelling units cannot be dissociated from variations in the social meaning of domestic space and
household life which engender changes in the resident’s relation to his home; sociologists (Bourdieu and others)
discuss how the personalization of dwelling units varies with respect to economic, social, cultural and political
factors that impinge upon the life-style of residents; and psychologists (Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton)
and philosophers (Heidegger) conclude that the personalization of dwelling units is inscribed not merely in
geometrical space and time but also in the subjective personal world of the resident and his or her goal-oriented
behavior. These studies confirm that the design, the meaning, and the use of dwellings are intimately related to a
range of cultural, sociodemographic and psychological dimensions (Turgut and Kellett,1996).
In order to develop our understanding of the meaning and use of housing, we will distinguish between concepts of
“home” and “house”. Home is a unity of culture, psychological process, space and time, and this transactional
whole, by its very definition, is not composed of separate elements but is a confluence of inseparable factors that
depend on one another (Altman, 1987). Lawrence (1987, 1989, 1993) has also pointed out that a home is more
than just “a territorial core” and not just “an ordering principle in space”. Home is a complex entity that defines
and is defined by cultural, socio-demographic, psychological, political and economic factors.
Dovey (1985) emphasizes the dynamic processes through which a house becomes a home through the development
of meaning. Obviously, time is an important dimension in understanding changes in the meaning of home space
and its essential dynamism, which reflect the use of home space and its spatial, socio-cultural and temporal aspects.
In the light of this overview, with respect to the key terms use, meaning and home, three important points emerge.
Firstly, focusing on meaning and use an inseparable concept is seen as a main way to study the human and social
significance of housing. Secondly, considering the home in a broad sense, some differences between the house as
a physical entity and home as a place of identity will be explored. Thirdly, the effect of time and change on the
meaning and use of home will be examined.

2

Proceedings of the 12th Space Syntax Symposium
With the Altman’s (1975) style of approaching, privacy emerges as an organizing mechanism that designated the
interpersonal interaction. Proshansky, Ittelson and Rivlin (Proshansky et al., 1970; Proshansky et al., 1976) stated
that privacy increases the freedom in choices associated to behavior to high level.
In connection to the theory of space syntax, we should mention that buildings express social meaning with their
appearance and planning. Spatial syntax theory tries to demonstrate this social relation by handling the association
of space with its physical relations (Hillier and Hanson, 1984). As for Hillier and Leaman (1973), they discuss in
“The Man-Environment Paradigm and Its Paradoxes” that the artifactual physical world is already a social behavior
along with its grip on the spatial organization.
The best way to express the social meaning of the space is by discussing on their physical relations. This situation
shows us the integration of “spatial syntax” and “semantics”. Pursuant to this discussion, it is not erroneous to
express the “spatial syntax” concept as “an imperfect mathematics of the artificial” (Hillier and Hanson, 1984).
Every type of artificial creation, which uses syntax, can be named as “a dialect pertaining to form or shape”. This
dialect pertaining to form can be any creation group organized by syntax and this situation generates the “social
knowables”. Space defines a dialect pertaining to form and every “community” establishes its ethnic terrain, space
by organizing according to certain principles. In this case, social relations also express a dialect pertaining to shape
at the same time.
Regarding the space syntax, the discussion on possibility of cognitive space concept not being a metric space
concept at all but, being rather qualitative concept and whose state is not changeable by certain geometric variables,
a rather basic concept such as topological space or even more prior concept of it, may be a simpler space concept
stands out (Penn, 2003).
In the context of the above overview, the framework regarding the conceptual infrastructure and the aim of
understanding space syntax and space semantics relation as a design research dialect in terms of investigating the
household patterns is crucial. Ecology based theories; culture related theories; environmental perception and
cognition-based theories; semantics-based theories; and especially space syntax theories has formed the grounds
of this study. Configuration of space is a result of the reciprocal relationship of the factors emphasized in this
mainly theoretical study.
The issue deliberated in this sense is that the semantic relations of house with the theoretical infrastructures at
different contexts affect the architectural planning along with physical, sociological, psychological, cultural many
environmental dimensions in reciprocation with its meaning. The contextual ground in this study shall be
considered in the examination of the change in the space associations, planning and organization of the
architectural space.
Beyond this framework in the context of ecology-based theories, behavior setting theory (Barker, 1968) that is
shaped by the physical components and effects of our senses to our perception, as well as the action patterns in a
space should be considered.
Within the culture-based theories, Altman (1975) emphasizes the structure of privacy which reveals, designates
the interspatial interaction and order via its designating, controlling state of interpersonal interaction. Aiello and
Thompson (1980) and Altman et al. (1980) tried to assert the personal space and spatial behavior relation
considering the cultural phenomena. In addition to this, culture always directly or indirectly effects the change and
development of space. According to Michelson (1977), people move to a new environment due to necessity.
Parallel to the statement of this situation, desire to change an existing environment due to necessity may also be
encountered as another consequence.

Interactions between Changing Household Patterns and Use of Home
The theoretical approach of this paper is based on a transactional perspective. As described by Altman, home is a
unity of culture, psychological processes, space and time, and this transactional whole, by its very definition, is
not composed of separate elements but is a confluence of inseparable factors that depend on one another (Werner
et al., 1985; Altman and Rogoff, 1986). Our approach is also built on holistic concept comprised of cultural,
behavioral, spatial and temporal components in a transactional perspective. According to Altman (1980, 1985),
the environment and behavior are integral and inseparable, and homes are conceived as a dynamic confluence of
people, places and psychological processes engaged in reciprocal interaction. Taking this transactional view as a
starting point, this study will give priority to discussion of structural analysis of culture and spatial interaction in
domestic environments with the spatial recognition based on space syntax theory and tools.
In a general sense the “household pattern-use of home” interaction system consists of different but interrelated
settings (Rapoport, 1981) which can be classified as cultural, behavioral, and environmental, and of their
transactions in time (Altman and Chamers, 1980).
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In behavior-space studies culture is regarded in a context consisting of kinship, norms, rules, life styles, social and
domestic rituals, values, environmental images, religion, and family and social structure (Lawrence, 1987;
Rapoport, 1980). Numerous studies illustrate how cultural variables such as age, gender, household structure and
beliefs are related to the design, the meaning and the use of home (Lawrence, 1987; Bonnes et al., 1987). Domestic
roles, rituals, family structure and religious beliefs in general, and those related to the domestic activities in
particular, give rise to different and significant phenomena, such as segregation of the sexes, which resulted in
division of the Turkish traditional house into separate spaces known as the harem and selamlık. We can conclude
that cultural variables do have direct impact on use of the home either at a specific point in time or over periods of
time. On the other hand, behavior is accepted as the transactional determinant of the environment (Altman and
Chamers, 1980). Privacy, personal space and territoriality are the main behavioral mechanisms regulating
interrelations between man and his environment. “Privacy”, “personal space” and “territoriality” act together to
form different behavioral settings in different cultures, and regulate relationships, promote interactions and provide
social clues, so reducing conflicts. For example, the collectivistic character of traditional Turkish society with its
patriarchal structure created a behavioral setting characterized by high level social privacy, and a low level of
public territory compared to high level of personal territory in private spaces, especially in the home.
“Use” gives meaning to housing and “meaning” guides how housing is used. According to Francescato (1993) a
specific home may mean a number of different things to an individual, and each individual uses the home in distinct
ways, but at the same time there is also a social meaning shared by a group. He cites a number of well-known
studies which have examined some dimensions of personal meaning. For example, Cooper (1974) looks at home
as a symbol self; and Korasec-Serfacty (1984) focuses on psychological determinants of housing. The term “use”
should not be limited to engaging in activities but should also encompass any interaction of people with their
residential environment, including perceptual, affective and symbolic processes not necessarily related to activities
(Francescato, 1993). In other worlds, meaning of home may be reflected in the use of home space with respect to
spatial, socio-cultural and temporal factors. The meaning and use of home space are defined by a set of interactions
which are based on a number of key concepts related to home; i.e. “appropriation”, “identity”, “attachment” and
“affordances”. By means of these concepts, home orients and connects us with the past and the future, and with
the physical and social environment around us (Dovey,1985). These place-based concepts which are concerned
with the meaning and affective orientations of people to place have been described by Werner et al. (1985) and
Altman and Rogoff (1987), who have also explored the temporal qualities of the home and examined these in
terms of the link between man and his environment. According to Altman, appropriation, attachment and identity
refer collectively to the idea that people associate places with meanings and significances and act in ways that
reflect their bond and linkage with these places. According to this concept, objects and places are perceived with
respect to their psychological meanings rather than their physical characteristics and functions.
If we summarized, we can say that cultural changes affect the use of home and spatial organization use of the
home. These iterative interactions between household pattern and use of the home have to be studied within an
analytic framework by defining their components. Linkages between the system’s elements exhibit a stratified
nature. It means that in each system, subsystem elements form a component for the higher level of resolution. For
example, linkages between the cultural systems form an output which can be called the “household pattern”
consisting of direct or indirect impacts of cultural variables. Similarly, behavioral system elements determine “use”
and environmental system elements form the “home”, as subsystem outputs. The behavioral settings of system
elements, on the other hand, are characterized by an input-output relationship, and therefore define one other. For
example, the “household pattern” is an output of cultural variables, but an input for “use”, and “use” is an output
of behavioral variables but acts as an input for the environmental setting which transforms a house into a “home”.
This structural analysis of the “household pattern-use of home” system and Sub-Systems’ relational pattern with
“space syntax” theory and methodology is given in Figure 1.1.

4

Proceedings of the 12th Space Syntax Symposium

Figure 1.1 The Household Pattern-Use of Home System & Space Syntax

3. CASE STUDY ON A TRADITIONAL TURKISH HOUSE
The approach developed in the former section will be applied in a case study to exhibit the interactions between
changing household pattern and use of home. In that context, the goal of this paper is investigating the journey of
a house pattern. Two acting parts of this study are the semantic shifts and the syntactic changes. In order to
investigate and define the degree of these differentiations, a syntactic analysis is made in addition to the semantic
discussion. The location changes of ground floor rooms or zones of interaction in the overall plan schema may
have the most interesting and significant results in terms of this transformation through time in this study. The
transformation of the integration and mean depth values are examined. Various turning points in terms of building
acts and regulations, social and economical shifts through time, political issues have all affected the semantics and
syntax of space. The change in the visual perception of domestic space with the affect of these shifts is playing a
key role in this process. Since the case study was carried out for a traditional Turkish house in the Malatya region,
we begin with a brief introduction to both the traditional Turkish house and the Malatya region.
The Traditional Turkish House
The traditional Turkish house has been the subject of considerable study both in Turkey and abroad and is an
interesting form of living environment found in Anatolia and the Balkans. The origin of the Traditional Turkish
house can be traced back to the Turkish way of life of the nomadic period, prior to settlement in Anatolia. Other
influences absorbed over this long-time span and geographical movement mean that the traditional Turkish house
reflects the heritage of numerous cultures with which the Turkish people came into contact in both Central Asia
and Anatolia. The basic units of traditional Turkish houses are the multifunctional oda, rooms which serve for the
activities of sitting, eating, sleeping and working. This multifunctional usage of rooms in the traditional Turkish
house has arisen out of the need to preserve a private life for nuclear families living under a single extended family
roof. In addition, the sofa has a very important place in the organization of the Turkish house, as a hub of social
relationships.
The multifunctional use of rooms also affected their formation and layout. An oda has three different zones, the
first one being the service zone which contains fitted cupboards for storing bedding and a washroom for ablutions,
the gusulhane. This zone also serves as the entrance of the room, and the floor here is generally lower than the
main floor level. The second zone is used for is used for different activities such as dining, working and sleeping
is the central and multifunctional part of the room. There are various items of portable equipment used for different
activities in this zone. The third zone consists of a raised seating platform, the sedir, around two or three of the
5
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walls. Rooms also contained storage space for any comestibles which the nuclear family might prepare in addition
to or in place of main melas prepared in the family kitchen, such as coffee. Semi-closed spaces like the sofa and
eyvan, and open spaces like the courtyard were also used for eating, sitting, socializing and in hot weather for
sleeping.
The concept of the extended family was an important factor in shaping the traditional Turkish house. Fathers,
mothers, children, sons and daughter-in-law lived under the same roof. Another factor was the segregation of the
male and female worlds within the home, which was a well-known aspect of Turkish family life in past centuries.
The master of the house and other adultmale members of the family went out to work, while the women spent the
day preparing food and in other domestic duties in the house. The aged were often expected to take care for
children.
Members of the family were allocated rooms according to their importance in the hierarchy. The master of the
household had the best room, known as the selamlık, for receiving male guests. The mistress of the house was
second in rank, and ruled over the private part of the house, known as the harem where, family gatherings were
held, and female guests received.

Background of the Case Study Area
The case study was held on a traditional Turkish house in Eskimalatya, which is a market town in the Eastern
Anatolian province of Malatya. It lies in an area of hot summers and cold wet winters, with an agricultural economy
based on the production of wheat, burley (tobacco), beet and apricots.
There is evidence of human settlement in Malatya as far back as 5500 BC, and there are several significant periods
in its architectural history. The Assyrians, Hittites, Hellenes, Persians, Romans, Byzantines and Seljuk and
Ottoman Turks have ruled over this region, and each of these cultures has contributed to the rich heritage of its
settlements and dwellings.
Eskimalatya is one of the rare towns which has managed to preserve its traditional character in an area where
dramatic socio-demographic changes have occurred as a result of industrialization and urbanization. As a result of
these changes, socio-cultural modification of user preferences and needs has affected the spatial and socio-cultural
characteristics of traditional houses and settlements. Therefore, the Eskimalatya area was an appropriate settlement
to choose for a case study to investigate interaction between changing household patterns and use of home.

Case study and methodology
The first phase of the case study is based on historical and ethnographical methods, using diverse data collection
techniques, including interviewing and documentation. This first phase is divided into seven parts, representing
time periods which correspond to socio-demographic and cultural-behavioral changes. The second phase of the
case study takes into account the first phase study and focuses on a focused syntactic analysis in order to discuss
the semantic and syntactic relations. The first phase held on a traditional Turkish house and its users in “Eski
Malatya” region which is an agro-town in Malatya, region of East-Anatolia. It considers the interactions between
changing household pattern and use of home have been studied in seven characteristic periods over 100 years. In
addition to that, the second phase focuses on a syntactic examination on the change of fourth, fifth and sixth
periods. Since this research is based on previous study of Hülya Turgut, and Mete Ünügür (1997), the extended
study including the second case study phase will focus on especially the changing semantic and syntactic pattern
of fourth, fifth and sixth periods of the research including a 47 years period. By focusing to the transformation in
meaning and the spatial organization of the house, changing integration and mean depth values on the ground floor
of the configurational setting will be scrutinized with the semantic shifts. As a syntactic measurement method, the
“Syntax 2D” software developed by “University of Michigan” was used, which was constructed using “Isovist”
vision fields (Benedikt, 1979; Batty, 2001; Conroy Dalton, 2001; Edgu et al., 2012). The convex space concept
used to analyze interspatial relationships through space syntax theory reduces different-size plans, which include
spaces with relationships that are analyzed, to cellular spaces. The relationships among such cells and convex
spaces are analyzed; Syntax 2D was used for such isovist analyses. In an isovist analysis, walls, furniture and other
systems that obstruct sight in a space are considered to be walls and to affect the visual field (Benedikt, 1979;
Turner and Penn, 1999; Batty, 2001; Turner et al., 2001; Conroy Dalton, 2001; Unlu et al., 2009; Edgu et al.,
2012).

First Phase Case Study
1.Period: 1878-1915 (37 Years)
The first phase case study focused on a household called “the family of Cumali Ağa”. The master of the family
was an ‘aga’, who was rural land owner, of the Eskimalatya area. In Turkish ‘aga’ also has a wider meaning
expressing a man of personal power and status who gives protection to the peasants. Cumali Aga was the richest
man of the town, engaged in arable farming and animal husbandry. As well as working his own land, he leased
land from the government. He was also the local tithe (asar) collector and acted as representative of the community.
3
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Dr. Turgut is a granddaughter of Cumali Ağa.
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In the family and the kinship group Cumali Aga was the decision maker in everyday activities. His wife (Zeynep
Hanım) played an important role in the community by organizing women to help one another with labour intensive
domestic tasks such as preserving foodstuffs for winter. She was also responsible for domestic activities of home.
She had servants who lived in their own quarters attached to the house and were responsible for taking care of the
children and domestic tasks.
The household consisted of seven members, including two daughters from Cumali Ağa’s first wife who had died
in childbirth. Subsequently the ağa had remarried Zeynep Hanım, who bore him a further three daughters. A
diagram showing the genealogical structure of the household can be seen in Figure 1.2.

Figure 1.2: Composition of Cumali Ağa’s Household During the 1. Period & Plans (below); Images regarding the Hacı Cumali Aga House,
Toptasi neighboorhood, Eskimalatya, Malatya (above).
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The household built by Cumali Ağa was divided into two parts, the harem and the selamlık, as was usual in those
days for Muslim families of the wealthy and landed classes. Because of this segregation of women from male
society other than members of their own family, the privacy of the harem was maintained by a door separating
the family quarters from the selamlık. Cumali Ağa welcomed his guests in the selamlık winter room, known as
kış damı (number 4). When no male guests were present the whole family used this room for sitting and eating.
For security reasons Cumali Ağa’s master room (number 5) only had an upper course of lights, and a door lock.
By appropriating a room to his use alone, Cumali Ağa was also asserting his right to his own territory as master of
the household. Social factors such as being close to the winter room also influenced this choice of location.
Women and girls spent their time in the harem winter room (number 1), known as kış damı, by day, and this was
where the daughters also slept by night. Next to the winter room was a room called nimseki (number 2) where the
servants and their mistress prepared and stored food, and where women of the neighborhood gathered for
communal tasks. The nimseki stood between the harem and selamlık.
There was also a semi-open space, the eyvan (number 3), used for social gathering and preparing food. The eyvan
was conveniently located for use by the women to sit in the summer. Use of the home is illustrated in Plan1.
To sum up, Period 1 (1878-1915) was characterized by,
•
•
•
•

a household pattern which could be defined as collectivist, patriarchal, and sex segregated;
home use marked by a low level of personal privacy, high level of social privacy, high level of primary
and secondary territories, separation of personal spaces defined for male and female, and multifunctional
usage of spaces;
a home which consisted of a single storied house, with separate spaces for men (selamlık) and women
(harem); special places allocated according to properties such as clean/dirty and external/internal; and
spaces organized for multifunctional usage;
a time period of 37 years, during which linear demographic changes saw increasing social status and
influence for Cumali Ağa in line with his growing economic power.

2.Period: 1915-1928 (13 years)
At the beginning of this period the household had only four members. Two of Zeynep Hanım’s daughters had
married and left home. One of Meryem Hanım’s daughters had died at the age of 14. Around that time Cumali
Ağa took another wife, on the grounds that neither Meryem Hanım nor Zeynep Hanım had given birth to a son.
He married a very young Armenian girl who had been educated in the city. Moslem and Cristian communities
enjoyed very amicable relations in Eskimalatya, and this marriage was found quite appropriate. Although she was
accepted by Cumali Ağa’s first wife Zeynep Hanım, their roles were very different. Zeynep Hanım did not
relinquish her role as mistress of the house and remained the decision maker in domestic activities and responsible
for bringing up the children. The young wife Suna Hanım because Zeynep Hanım’s assistant in the home. She
adapted to the family’s life style according to Zeynep Hanım’s wishes. She gradually took on a central role in the
family as her children grew up and her step-daugthers married and left home. She gave birth to two girls and three
boys.
Although Cumali Ağa was very proud of having sons he never ignored his daughters. In the middle of this period,
his elder daughters married, leaving a household of eight people.
Cumali Ağa did not let his daughters sleep in the semi-open space in summer time because of his concern for
privacy. For the same reason he constructed a new front door leading into the house alone, and old gate into the
outer yard became a service entrance for the farm hands. When laborer’s and peasants want to visit Cumali Ağa
they waited in the courtyard (number 7) which contained a waiting area and a staircase to the upper floor. This
upper floor was another addition which increased the family’s privacy, and Cumali Ağa occupied his own summer
room on this floor (number 9). He chose the room at the corner of house for this purpose, so as keep a watchful
eye over the entire settlement, which encompassed his extensive secondary and public territories.
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Figure 1.3: The Composition of The Cumali Ağa Household During the 2.Period & Plans

In summer time daily life centered around the eyvan (number 11) and summer room (number 8). Women gathered
in these places and girls slept either in the hayat (a large balcony used as a communal living space for the family,
for receiving guests, eating and sleeping), or in the summer room, which had a storage room for bedding and other
portable equipment (number 12). Apart from these places there was a guest room for male visitors (number 10)
and the sofa which provided seating while waiting to be received by Cumali Ağa. This space had a wooden trapdoor
over the stairwell (number 13) in case of emergency. Use of the home during this period is shown in plans 1.2.
The second period has the following characteristics:
•
•
•
•

a household pattern based on a family structure which is polygamous-including an inter-racial marriage
– and which continues to be patriarchal, sex segregated and purely collectivistic;
a use of marked by increasing secondary and public possession, a high level of social privacy, and
specialized personal spaces (for the master and mistress of the household);
a home with an unchanged ground floor, a new upper floor and spaces for guests, and separate spaces for
summer/winter, male/female, household/peasant, internal/external etc.
this period of 13 years is marked by gradual linear changes, and cyclical changes in roles reflecting the
rise in status of Cumali Ağa’s third wife after bearing him sons.

3.Period: 1928 – 1941 (13 years)
After Cumali Ağa died, Zeynep Hanım took over her husband’s role in the family for a short time. But as a woman
she was not able manage the farms and organize relationships between landlord and laborers. Suna Hanım’s
bachelor brother now came to the rescue, moving into the house and taking over responsibility for the household.
Although brought up in a large city, he proved a capable farmer, and bought new lands for the family. The family
no longer had the use of government land, and now farmed only their own land, but they were still looked up to
by the community. Uncle Paul was accepted as master of the household, although he never participated in local
social life, and devoted his time to supervising the farm work and his nephews’ education. He was keen to educate
them in a big city like İstanbul, but Zeynep Hanım and other family members were strongly opposed to this idea
for fear that the children would be influenced daughter’s house next door to the family home, since she did not
want to interfere with Suna Hanım’s brother. After Zeynep Hanım’s departure Suna Hanım took over her role as
mistress of the household. Once the eldest son Derviş had completed his military service, Uncle Paul handed over
the management of the household to him and returned to his own home.
The composition of Suna Hanım’s household is shown in Figure 1.4.
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Figure 1.4: The Composition of Suna Hanım’s Household & Plans of 3.Period

During this period the spatial organization remained much as it had been in the second period, but with some
functional changes. For example, Cumali Ağa’s master room (number 5) was converted into a hızna or larder and
the summer room was used as a guest room (number 9). Notable cultural changes occurred during this period, such
as decreasing importance attached to segregation of the sexes, while individualism and specialization of spaces
increased. A servant began to live in the house (number 2) for security reasons. The hayat continued to be used as
a commonly shared space. The spatial organization and use of the home for this period are given in Plan 1.3.
Significant features of the third period can be summed up as follows:
• a household pattern which could be described as transitional, marked by newly emerging individualistic
influences, conflict between old and new values, and an independent economic status;
• a use characterized by reduced emphasis on social privacy, increasing personal privacy, and changes in
secondary-public territories;
• a home with more spaces defined by specialized functions, and diminishing spatial divisions of
male/female, servant/household, external/internal etc.
• a 13-year period characterized by “linear and rapidly occurring cultural and behavioral changes reflected
onto the environment at a gradual pace.”

4.Period: 1941 – 1957 (16 Years)
As soon as the eldest son Derviş returned from military service, he married Elif, a girl of similar background. He
became the head of the household and the leader of the community, but with a status different from that his father.
People called him Derviş Aga, using the term aga to symbolize their respect for the family, although his personal
power and socio-economic status was not the same. The youngest son İhsan Bey married Zeynep, who was from
a different background and had no relatives in Eskimalatya. Suna Hanım remained the mistress of the family,
however, with authority over her daughters-in-law and servants.
In this household structure Derviş Ağa had the dominant role in the immediate family and the kinship group as
well. İhsan Bey worked with his brother Derviş Ağa, assisting him in every aspect of life.
Meanwhile the two daughters married and moved out of the family home, so that the household consisted of Suna
Hanım and two young couples with their children (Figure 1.5).
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Figure 1.5: The Composition of the Derviş Ağa Household& Plans of 4. period

The spatial organization of the home now reflected a dual centered structure: while Derviş Ağa turned to the past
for his authority, İhsan Bey sought his identity in the future, and Suna Hanım played an intermediate role as the
mistress of a landowning family, organizing semi-external socio-economic relations. This household pattern was
reflected in the physical environment as follows:
The master room (Number 5-9) gained its former importance and function again. Segregation of the sexes and
consequently separation of spaces for male/female appeared as the main principle of spatial organization. Common
space (number 4) became a multifunctional living room. The increase in specialization of spaces and personal and
social privacy can be observed clearly in this period.
The live-in servant moved out and separation of space was restored according to a pattern similar to that of the
second period. Meanwhile mechanization of agriculture was the main and most influential technological changes
which occurred during this period. The plans reflecting these changes are given in Plan 1.4.
In brief this period was marked by the following characteristics:
• a household pattern combining a return to tradition with changing concepts: an extended collectivistic
family structure insisting of nuclear families and exhibiting individualistic endencies;
•

use of home marked by increasing personal privacy because of increased emphasis on individuality
among the younger generations, increased secondary territory, and specialized personal spaces in social
distances;

•

a home which had mirror differentials in the physical environment, but many changes in conceptual and
functional definitions of spaces;

•

over this time span of 16 years there were spiraling changes repetition of use in the second and fourth
periods) but a constant linear change at a slow pace.

5.Period: 1957-1968 (21 Years)
After Suna Hanım died the house was divided into two. Although the two brothers’ families lived separately,
Derviş Ağa dominated in organized the farming activity and was regarded as head of the two families. His wife
took over her mother-in-law’s role among the women. When she organized domestic activities, İhsan Bey’s wife,
Zeynep, helped her and looked after the children of both families. This household continued to be called the
“Derviş Ağa family” until they separated their lands and incomes in 1968. A diagram illustrating this household
structure can be seen in Figure 1.6.
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Figure 1.6: The Composition of the Derviş Ağa Household & plans of 5 period
th

The conceptual separation of the home became a physical division between the nuclear families during this
period. For example, the court was divided by a wooden fence to form a garden for İhsan Bey’s section of the
house, and the entrances were separated for the two families and their guests. Segregation of the sexes still had
impact on definition of spatial organization in both families (a second staircase eith private access to the harem).
Another characteristic of this period was having alterations in their own parts independently. For example, İhsan
Bey converted the hızna (number 5) into a kitchen, created winter and summer bedrooms and a guest’s room
(number 10). These radical changes are shown in Plan 1.5.
To conclude the fifth period exhibits;
• a household pattern with an extended family structure but displaying a combination of both communal
life and personal privacy, collectivistic and individualistic characteristics;
• a use characterized by a high level of secondary territory (possession/control), a high level of personal
privacy, and continued sex-oriented personal spaces.
•

a home which featured both changes (conversion of hızna to kitchen, and allocation of rooms specially
for guests and as bedrooms in İhsan Bey’s section of the house), and continuums (room for storing the
bedding) in İhsan Bey’s quarter. Continuity of tradition remained the general rule for nearly all spaces in
Derviş Ağa’s part of the house.

•

linear changes in all dimensions at different paces for each family over the 21 years of this period.

6.Period: 1968-1978 (10 Years)
This period begins with the division of lands and incomes between Derviş Ağa and İhsan Bey in 1968 and when
İhsan Bey’s family moves out of the family home. The household structure of this period is given in Figure 1.7
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Figure 1.7: The Composition of the Derviş Ağa and İhsan Bey Household &plans of 6 period
th

During this period social interaction in Eskimalatya gradually changed and a new symbolic status of ‘aga’ started
to appear among the people. At the same time migration from rural and urban areas began with the development
of industrialization. Many families also migrated from rural areas to Eskimalatya. Neither Derviş Ağa’s nor his
brother’s family wanted contact with immigrants with different backgrounds and life-styles.
They bought a new house in the provincial capital of Malatya and lived there in winter so as to be near good
schools for their children.
In 1975 İhsan Bey gave up arable farming, sold up his land and moved to a farm outside Eskimalatya, where he
engaged in fruit growing, market gardening, and dairy farming. Today his youngest son still lives on the farm,
while his other children have graduated from high school and university and settled in İstanbul.
The sixth period might be defined as “limited separation of families and houses.” The extended Derviş Ağa
household was divided into two nuclear families. Demographic changes in society lowered the social and socioeconomic status of the family. In Dervis Ağa’s part of the house some alterations and extensions were carried out,
such as building a special room for male guests, altering the nimseki and building specialized sanitary spaces
(bathroom and lavatory – number 17) and a kitchen. The servant’s room in the garden was converted into a
lavatory, since there was no longer any need for full time domestic staff. The shed for tractors begab to be used
as storage space (number 20).
In ihsan Bey’s part of the house, the specialization of space was followed by construction of a bathroom and WC
(numbers 22, 23) inside the house. The courtyard became a circulation area (number 7). The hayat became part of
İhsan Bey’s section of the house, and a new door was built on the staircase leading to it, thereby creating a territorial
boundary. The upper floor was affected by various functional changes; the former guests room (number 10)
became the children’s room, the storeroom for bedding became the kitchen, while the hayat continued to be used
multifunctionally. The ground floor was preserved as formerly and İhsan Bey’s family lived on the upper floor.
Technological changes in society affected the family’s life style, with electricity, mains water supply and domestic
equipment such as oven, sink and refrigeration entering family life during this period.
The spatial organization of the house in this period is shown in Plan 1.6. The sixth period is marked by:
• a household pattern illustrating clearly trends in socio-cultural change from rural to urban, from
collectivistic to individualistic;
•

a use characterized by increasing personal privacy and primary territory, decreasing public privacy and
territories, and enlarged personal spaces in intimate and personal zones;
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•

a home with increased spatial specialization and functional organization, depending more on material
values than spiritual meanings,

•

linear changes at a very rapid pace over the time span of 10 years.

7.Period: 1978-1982 (4 Years)
Derviş Ağa was determined not to leave the family home and lived there until he died in 1978. Four years after his
death the family sold the house and moved to İstanbul. The household structure of this period is shown in Figure
1.8.

Figure 1.8: The Composition of the Elif Hanım Household & plans of 7 period
th

İhsan Bey’s part of the house remained empty. Elif Hanım took over all economic and social responsibilities and
endeavored to preserve and organize the family structure with İhsan Bey’s help. The winter room became Elif
Hanım’s private room (number 1). The eyvan was no longer used for sleeping, but only for sitting and daily
activities. A special guest room (number 1) was created. There was no segregation of the sexes and separation of
spaces during this period. The spatial organization of the home is shown in Plan 1.7.
The household pattern/use of home interaction system during this period is marked by the following:
• the household pattern of a semi-individualistic nuclear family, shocked by dramatic socio-cultural
change;
• use of home characterized by increasing personal and social privacy, and decreasing secondary and public
territories;
• a home with increased specialized spatial organization based on function rather than normative principles;
• linear changes in all dimensions at a very rapid pace over the space of 4 years. ,

Second Phase Case Study
In this phase of the case study, a syntactic examination on the change of fourth, fifth and sixth periods will be
made through Syntax2D. The changing configurations of the 3 differentiating periods are analyzed. Based on the
convex space maps of the 3 periods (See Figure 1.9), the mean integration and mean depth values are calculated
by Syntax 2D software (See Figure 1.9 and Figure 1.10). Finally, the changing average syntactic values depending
on the overall ground floor relations of individual periods of 4, 5, and 6 are also shown in Figure 1.10. In this
context, discussing the change of locations and the changing accessibility levels of domestic space zones in relation
14
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with the courtyard is crucial. For that purpose, gathering areas and spaces of distribution such as eyvan, courtyard
and common rooms; spaces of serving zone such as kitchen, temporary serving areas in relation to Sofa, servant
spaces and storages; rooms and spaces related to bedroom zone; and spaces related to bathroom and WC zone are
analyzed. Transforming positions of such zones and individual spaces between different periods are discussed in
relation to the changing mean values of plans of the selected periods’. Since this research is based on previous
study of Hülya Turgut, and Mete Ünügür (1997), the extended study will also focus on especially the changing
semantic and syntactic pattern of fourth, fifth and sixth periods of the research including a 47 years period. By
focusing to the transformation in meaning and the spatial organization of the house, changing integration and mean
depth values on the ground floor of the configurational setting will be scrutinized with the semantic shifts.
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Figure 1.10 The Visual Graphs showing the visibility and accessibility of spaces depending on the isovists (above). The Integration Graphs
of the 4 (above-left), 5 (above-middle), and 6 (above-right) periods are seen above; The mean integration and mean depth values based on
convex spaces are seen below.
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Results of the Case Study
In this part of the study the results of the cases will be given briefly and then the meaning and further discussion
will be made in “Discussion and Conclusion” part of this study. If we first look at some major results of the second
phase, the transformation of the spaces are significantly observed by the changing overall plan mean integration
values in Figure 1.10 above. Period 4 mean integration value for the whole ground floor configuration is 2,13.
When we look at the Period 5, mean integration value becomes 2,84 that is getting deeper, but period 6 is getting
shallower when we compare Period 6 with Period 5. The change between Period 4 and Period 5 is showing the
tendency of getting deeper in the overall plan, but the change between Period 5 and Period 6 is showing the
tendency of getting shallower. These shifts of mean integration and also the same shift in mean integration values
is quiet significant and also in accordance with the meaning of space that is parallel to the changing household
patterns. The change of locations and the changing accessibility levels of domestic space zones in relation with
the courtyard is crucial. For that purpose, gathering areas and spaces of distribution such as eyvan, courtyard and
common rooms; spaces of serving zone such as kitchen, temporary serving areas in relation to Sofa, servant spaces
and storages; rooms and spaces related to bedroom zone; and spaces related to bathroom and WC zone are
analyzed.
In terms of gathering areas and spaces of distribution the changing values of “Eyvan” which is corresponding to
the Convex Space (CS) 10 in Period 4 (see Figure 1.9 and 1.11), CS 14 in Period 14 and CS 17 in Period 6 is
reflecting the same shift that the overall mean integration and mean depth values that the plans are reflecting. First,
the shift between Period 4 and Period 5 the values of mean depth are getting deeper and the integration of spaces
are weakening; then the shift between Period 5 and Period 6, shallowing character in mean depth is seen and
integration is strengthened in “Eyvan” space. The same shifts happens in Storage Area (CS 1 in Periods 5,6, and
7), Barn (CS 5 in Periods 5,6, and CS 4 in Period 7), Bedroom (CS 15 in Periods 5, CS 9 in Period 6, and CS 10
in Period 7), and Sofa that is also the connection zone and returned into the kitchen in period 6 (CS 12 in Periods
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5, CS 16 in Period 6, and CS 19 in Period 7). These unique shifts that are also fitting to the transformation in
household pattern in terms of the use of home and its meaning that is changing between Period 4: 1941 – 1957 (16
Years); Period 5: 1957-1968 (21 Years); and Period 6: 1968-1978 (10 Years) is important. The major shift in the
plans that is starting with Period 4 is the spatial organization of the home reflecting a dual centered structure in
meaning that is not reflected to the physical configuration yet, but Period 5 reflects the meaning of conceptual
separation of the home that is becoming a physical division between the nuclear families, the values are showing
this separation and division. Common space (number 4 as winter room) (Please see Figure 1.5) became a
multifunctional living room in period 4 and this is also reflecting the same shifts with the overall plan shifts
explained above. The increase in specialization of spaces and personal and social privacy can be observed clearly
in this period 4, and latterly the separation of families in Period 5 also have the reflection of the changing values
of this common space (CS13 in period 4 and CS17 in Period 5). Finally the division of lands and incomes between
Derviş Ağa and İhsan Bey in Period 6 reflects an overall shallowing character in mean depth and a strengthened
position in integration because of this period’s shift that begins with the division of lands and incomes between
Derviş Ağa and İhsan Bey in 1968 and in this second phase case study, only Dervis Ağa Household’s
configurational pattern is reflected (see analyzed plans in Figure 1.9), which is also the major household pattern
in ground floor planning.
When we look back to the first phase case study of a traditional Turkish house in Eskimalatya, we see that it
covered seven periods over a century. During these periods many dramatic socio-cultural changes occurred both
in Turkey and in the world (First and Second World Wars, collapse of the Ottoman Empire, founding of a new
state and nation, incredible technological developments etc.) The case study explores the story of a house built in
1878 and abandoned in 1982, reflecting all cultural, behavioral and spatial changes through the life-cycle of the
Cumali Ağa family.
The household pattern of the family had a collectivist, patriarchal and sex segregated character at the beginning.
It changed into a polygamic family structure with an inter-racial marriage in the second period. Individualistic
influences started in the third period and contradictions between old and new, collective and personal, caused many
conflicts in cultural values. This tendency continued during the fourth and fifth periods, but the most dramatic
socio-cultural changes occurred in the sixth and seventh periods, with the shift from rural to urban, and
collectivistic to individualistic, through social and technological developments such as migration and
mechanization.
The “use of home” was characterized by low level of personal privacy, high level of social privacy, high level of
primary and secondary territorialities and multidimensional usage in the first period. Secondary and public
territorialities and a sense of possession in micro and mezzo spaces increased in subsequent periods. Because of
increased individualism, personal privacy and territoriality gradually gained importance, while social territoriality
and public privacy lost their impact on the use of home in the fifth and sixth periods. The multidimensional
characteristic of the first period was transformed into specialization of spaces and the formation of intimate and
personal zones in the seventh period.
The dramatic conceptual changes in the meanings and functional definitions of spaces was followed by a
specialized space organization based on function rather than norms and principles in the sixth and seventh periods,
as spiritual values were superseded by materialistic influences.
The seven time periods covering over a century in all contained many linear, cyclical and spiraling changes. The
first and second periods saw many gradually occurring linear changes and iterative activities and meanings,
reflecting cyclical and spiraling temporal properties. Starting with the third period all cultural and behavioral
changes speeded up in the linear and cyclical temporal dimensions. In the fourth period a spiraling change appeared
as an interesting example of recurrence of a usage from the second period.
All these results of the case study indicate and explore the dynamic interaction system between the “household
pattern”, “use of home” and behavioral and spatial settings in time.

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION
In addition to the results of the case study, second phase case study reflects the shift between Period 4 and Period
5 the values of mean depth are getting deeper and the integration of spaces are weakening; then the shift between
Period 5 and Period 6, shallowing character in mean depth is seen and integration is strengthened in overall plan
structure. This Unique shift that is also fitting to the transformation in household pattern in terms of the use of
home and its meaning that is changing between Period 4: 1941 – 1957 (16 Years); Period 5: 1957-1968 (21 Years);
and Period 6: 1968-1978 (10 Years) is important.
The Syntactic measures significantly reflecting the changing individual space and zone characteristics of the
domestic space is important for this study. The shifts in above syntactic values are also overlapping with the
semantic shifts, which is significant for this study and crucial for space syntax research, because of the overlapping
character of the social and physical layers that are inseparable from each other.
In this context, the below semantic shifts are matched with the syntactic shifts between Period 4, 5, and 6 explained
above. In Period 4; a household pattern combining a return to tradition with changing concepts: an extended
collectivistic family structure insisting of nuclear families and exhibiting individualistic tendencies; use of home
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marked by increasing personal privacy because of increased emphasis on individuality among the younger
generations, increased secondary territory, and specialized personal spaces in social distances is observed. In
Period 5; when Derviş Ağa was regarded as head of the two families – One home/two houses, a household pattern
with an extended family structure but displaying a combination of both communal life and personal privacy,
collectivistic and individualistic characteristics is observed. In Period 6, the division of lands and incomes between
Derviş Ağa and İhsan Bey is seen. The sixth period might be defined as “limited separation of families and houses.”
The extended Derviş Ağa household was divided into two nuclear families. At the same time migration from rural
and urban areas began with the development of industrialization. Many families also migrated from rural areas to
Eskimalatya. Herein, a household pattern illustrating clearly trends in socio-cultural change from rural to urban,
from collectivistic to individualistic; a use characterized by increasing personal privacy and primary territory,
decreasing public privacy and territories, and enlarged personal spaces in intimate and personal zones is observed.
Briefly, the structural analysis of the “household pattern/ use of home” interaction system represented in this paper
with the support of some changing character of syntactic values in significantly observed periods of 4, 5, and 6,
and a two phased case study carried out to explore the iterative relations among cultural, behavioral, environmental
and temporal variables in a historical perspective in relation with the partially suggested syntactic measures of the
ground floor’s configurational investigation.
In addition to the syntactic results, the paper suggests the conclusions and proposals in terms of semantics of space
given below.
* The elements of the “household pattern/use of home” interaction system, whether cultural, behavioral or
environmental variables, should be considered as whole and analyzed in a historical perspective.
* The “household pattern/use of home” system consists of different but interrelated settings and their transactions
in time, exhibiting a stratified character. For example, linkages among the cultural system elements build an output
which can be called “household pattern”. Similarly, behavioral system elements determine “use” and
environmental ones from a spatial setting called “home” as subsystem outputs. The behavioral settings of the
system also show the character of an input/output relationship, defining each other in consequence. This
multidimensional structure of the “household pattern/use of home interaction system” changes and explores
different equations in each period of the acculturation process.
* The transactions between these settings ought to be analyzed for each stage of acculturation process to determine
the validity of system elements of the “household pattern/use of home” system for developing principles aimed at
maintaining harmonious interactions between human beings and their environment over the course of time, so
resulting in more successful architectural design.
As a concluding remark, a body of constraints is always effective on space designs. If this situation is addressed
in a small scale, an important distance will be taken in order to understand the factors, dynamics underlying
configuration of living spaces with various social, semantic and physical rules. All of the spaces are generated as
a result of various constraints and tried to be understood. The relations of the dynamics constituting the space with
one another form an important milestone in order to understand that space (Hillier, Hanson 1984). Within this
context, the changes in the physical and social meanings, their co-transformation due to the changes in the space
associated with technology, zoning, plot structure and construction understanding will be addressed by this view
in designs. An important expression in the extension of space syntax can be emphasized as, “the order, hierarchy
of the interspatial relationship in buildings is actually in association with the order and hierarchy of the
interpersonal relationships”.
The shortest summary of the contextual structure of this study regarding space syntax is stating that the best way
to express the social meaning of the space is by discussing on their physical relations. This situation shows us the
integration of “space syntax” and “semantics”. Apparently, syntax and semantics are of characteristics of being
each other’s continuation, far from being each other’s antithesis. Isovist and visibility graph analyses form a
fundamental ground for the researches of this study. Representing a structure pertaining to form, space syntax is
also the focal point of the theories based on social structure of space. It contributes to understanding of space along
with its many physical and semantic parameters by the concepts it reveals; it constitutes a strong systematic and
basic analysis relationship by enabling the analysis of change of space in time. It is possible to compare different
forms on the same quantitative basis via space syntax analyses.
Within the scope of the study, it will be appropriate and obvious to scrutinize space syntax with space semantics
in order to understand this another dialect of architectural design and research that has overlapped and considered
in a coherence by scrutinizing a century–old house and its journey through generations.
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Glossary of Turkish Terms
Harem: Private family section of house
Hayat: Semi-open balcony or terrace overlooking garden
Hızna: Larder
Kış Damı: Multi-functional winter room
Sedir: Raised seating platform
Seki Altı: Lower level floor
Seki Üstü: Raised floor
Selamlık: Section reserved for male members of the household and male guests
Sofa: Central hall connecting rooms
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